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1. With respect to the arguments filed 6/7/2010 : 

A) The examiner maintains that the recitations of the pending claims [e.g., 
instant claim 1] are sufficiently broad and unspecific whereby the scope of 
the claims reads on a conventional process of programming user 
programmable "soft keys" in a conventional A/V production system. 
In this regard the following is noted 

1) The preamble of claim 1 indicates that claim 1 is in fact directed to a 
"method of controlling a video production device" for the intended purpose 
of producing a show. As recited in claim 1, the method comprises the 
following steps: 



a) A step of "establishing a plurality of states of the at least one 
production device, each state corresponding to at least one 
operation executable by the device" 

{The examiner maintains that this recitation broadly reads on the 
user's ability to program the "programmable soft keys" of an A/V 
production device wherein the user defines, and thereby 
" establishes ", respective processing sequences to be assigned 
to each of the "soft keys" so that, when physically actuated, each 
of the soft keys causes the production device to assume the 
specific " state " in which a plurality of operations, defined by the 
sequence, are executed by the production device} 



2) A step of "storing the states of the at least one production device 
as corresponding memory objects which upon execution cause the 
one production device to execute the at least one operation, which 
results in generation of a scene" 

{The examiner maintains that this recitation broadly reads on the 
storing of the programming sequences for each soft key, wherein 
each stored programming sequence represents a stored 
software " memory object " defining the user established 
production sequence for the respective soft key which, when 
executed by the device, results in the generation of a 
corresponding A/V sequence (i.e., a "scene")} 



3) Wherein "responsive to selection of each memory object, 
physically actuating at least one actuator of the at least one 
production device to control an operation of the at least one 
production device in accordance with the at least one operation 
associated with that state memory object so the actuator manifests 
a status of the production device". 

{The examiner maintains that this recitation broadly reads on the 
user's selection of one the stored "memory objects", via the 
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physical actuation of the corresponding soft key, whereby the 
stored memory object manifests a status in the production device 
by causing the device to operate in accordance with the 
sequence of operations defined by the object } 



B) For the reasons explains in the section 103 rejections of record, the 
examiner maintains that the art of record establishes the fact that user 
programmable soft key controlled A/V production devices, of the type 
discussed in part A of this paragraph above, were at least "obvious" at the 
time of the invention. 
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2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter 
of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered 
therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of 
the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made 
in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and 
potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent #6,786,519 to Fuiita et al in view of: 

A) EP 817474 to Feqesch ; and 

B) EP 579354 to Teece . 



I. The showing of Fujita et al.: 

1 ) In lines 1 5-33 of column 1 , Fujita et al evidences the fact that configurable 
video signal processing/production systems were notoriously well known in the 
art: 

"The video signal processing apparatus covered by this invention 
is arranged between a source of a video signal and the final 
output for switching, combining, giving specific effects, 
adjusting synchronization, correcting, converting, storing, etc. 
the video. 
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The sources of a video signal include cameras, video tape 
recorders, disk drives, video transmitted from remote locations, 
text and images generated by computer, and so on. The destinations 
of the final outputs of a video include broadcasting facilities, 
video tape recorders, etc. 

Because such video signal processing apparatuses are used for 
diverse purposes, it is common for the signal source, final 
output, and operator to change for each application. 

For example, even when a video signal processing apparatus is set 
fixed in a studio, the number of cameras, the types of the special 
effects being utilized, and the text generated by the computer 
change with each program being produced." 



2) As illustrated in Figure 97, Fujita et al evidences the fact that such 
conventional configurable video signal processing/production systems were 
known to have included one or more operator consoles (@ 15-17) each of which 
comprised a respective "freely configurable operator control panes" (@ 15a-17a): 

"In addition, operator consoles 15, 16, and 17 including 
freely configurable operator control panels 15a, 16a, and 
17a were provided. The operator control panels 15a, 16a and 
17a could be assigned to specific video signal processing 
units or groups of video signal processing unit group for 
control . 

Note that a ' freely configurable operator control panel' 
means a graphical user interface like display and operator 
control screen used as opposed to physical switches . " 

[Lines 35-43 of column 2] 

II. Differences: 

Claim 1 differs from the system disclosed by Fujita et al only in that Fujita et al 
does not provide any details as to how the conventional "freely configurable 
operator control panels" of the prior art processing/production systems were 
implemented: i.e., 

1) Fujita et al does not describe the panel and displaying memory objects 
and associated physically actuating actuators; 

2) That ones of the memory objects represented operating states of the 
devices being controlled. 

III. Obviousness: 

1) As set forth in the English language abstract, in Figures 1-3, Fegesch 
describes a conventional configuration of circuitry that was known to have been 
used to implement freely configurable control panels of the type disclosed by 
Fujita et al. Specifically, Fegesch evidences that it was known for such control 
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panels (e.g., @ 11 ,19) to have been configured, at the start of a given video 
signal processing/production cycle, with a variety of control elements (e.g., @ 13- 
16 and 20) needed for the given processing/production cycle, wherein the 
control elements are selected from a library of available control elements that are 
stored as software/memory objects in a memory (@ 12) and are associated with 
selectively display graphical symbols (@ a, b, c) displayed on the control panel. 
While not explicitly stated in the abstract, the examiner maintains that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for the control panel (@ 
1 1 ,19) to have comprised a touch screen with the software/memory objects being 
associated with physically actuating actuator elements of the screen; i.e., the 
examiner taking Official Notice that such touch screen control panels were 
notoriously well known in the art. The examiner maintains that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the control 
panel described in Fujita et al using the conventional circuitry configuration 
described by Feqesch given that Feqesch represents the prior art on which one 
skilled in the art would have necessary relied for such details (given that such 
details were not provided in Fujita et al itself). 

2) Teece has been cited because it evidences that it was known to those of 
ordinary skill in the art for the software/memory objects of such conventional 
control panels to have included software/memory objects indicative of "states" of 
the devices being controlled [e.g., Note: lines 2-9 and lines 25-27 of column 3; 
lines 22-35 of column 4; lines 18-50 of column 6; lines ] 

The examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to have further modified the panel described by Fujita et al have 
includes software/memory objects that were indicative of device status as taught 
to have been desirable by Teece . 



With respect to the arguments filed 6/7/2010, see paragraph 1 of this Office 
action. 



4. Claims 2-6 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent #6,786,519 to Fuiita et al in view of: 

A) EP 817474 to Feqesch : and 

B) EP 579354 to Teece . 

for the same reasons that were set forth above for claim 1. Additionally: 



Note lines 31-39 of column 6 in Teece. 
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5. Claim 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent #6,786,519 to Fuiita et al in view of: 

A) EP 817474 to Feqesch : and 

B) EP 579354 to Teece . 

for the same reasons that were set forth above for claim 1 . 

The examiner notes that the operation addressed above for claim 1 must be performed 
by structure (i.e., "means") 

6. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent #6,786,519 to Fuiita et al in view of: 

A) EP 817474 to Feqesch ; and 

B) EP 579354 to Teece . 

for the same reasons that were set forth above for claim 17. Additionally: 



Note lines 31-39 of column 6 in Teece. 
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7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID E. HARVEY whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7345. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 6:00AM to 3PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Peter-Anthony Pappas, can be reached on (571) 272-7646. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/DAVID E HARVEY/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2621 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2621 



